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Art Unit: 2611 

DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 7 March 2002 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

2. The applicant argues that Sitnik fails to teach "receiving advertisements for said 
interactive television program guide." Whereas, the examiner agrees with the argument 
addressed by the applicant, Sitnik teaches receiving advertisements for an interactive 
television. Sitnik teaches a "controller which receives video data corresponding to at 
least two alternative images" (col. 2, II. 10-20). Sitnik is silent on using those 
advertisements in the program guide. The combination of Sitnik and Alexander satisfy 
this limitation as addressed in the Office Action dated 17 December 2001 . 

3. The applicant argues that Sitnik fails to teach determining which advertisements 
should be display by said interactive television program guide. The examiner agrees in 
part; Sitnik teaches selecting one of a plural alternative images in video data, based on 
the user profile (col, 2, II. 17-23; fig. 3, lab. S304). However, Sitnik is silent on 
displaying advertisement within the program guide. Alexander shows displaying 
advertisements within the program guide (fig. 1). Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Sitnik by 
using advertisements for the program guide as taught by Alexander in order to provide 
an improved opportunity for advertisers to reach the viewer (Alexander: Abstract). 

4. The arguments presented by the applicant are the same grounds of rejection 
taken by the examiner the Office Action dated 17 December 2001 , The combination of 
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Sitnik and Alexander addresses the limitations presented by the applicant, not solely 
Sitnik as argued by the applicant. 

5. The applicant argues that "Sitnik teaches away from the modification that is 
proposed by the examiner" The examiner disagrees. Sitnik merely makes a cursory 
mention of other applications, such as an electronic program guide, within an interactive 
television (col. 7, II. 25-28). Sitnik does not explicitly state any deficiency in the 
combination of advertisements and program guides. Furthermore, Sitnik teaches a 
positive recitation of using program guides (col. 7, II. 25-27). Therefore, Sitnik does not 
teach away from proposed modifications. 

6. The applicant alleges that the combination of Sitnik and Alexander may provide 
an inoperable system, but no specific support for the argument is provided. 

7. Applicant argues that Sitnik fails to teach utilizing user input to the interactive 
television program guide to determine user values. Alexander teaches a program guide 
(fig. 1). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Sitnik by inputting to a program guide as taught 
by Alexander in order to respond to user input and create a customer profile. 

8. Applicant argues that Sitnik fails to the limitation of determining which 
advertisements should be displayed in the interactive television program guide. 
Alexander teaches displaying an advertisement within the program guide (fig. 1). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Sitnik by using advertisements for the program guide as 
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taught by Alexander in order to provide an improved opportunity for advertisers to reach 
the viewer (Alexander: Abstract). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C, 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 1-5, 9-10, and 12-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,160,570 to Sitnik in view of U.S. Patent No. 
6,177,931 to Alexander et al. 

In regards to claims 1, 5, and 12-15, Sitnik teaches a system and method for 
targeting advertisements to a user of an interactive television program guide. Sitnik 
shows a receiver, which can receive both program guide information (col. 7, lines 25-27) 
and advertisements with preselected values for demographic categories (col. 8-9, lines 
65-4). Sitnik is silent on advertisements for the program guide. Alexander teaches 
displaying an advertisement within the program guide (fig. 1). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify Sitnik by using advertisements for the program guide as taught by Alexander in 
order to provide an improved opportunity for advertisers to reach the viewer (Alexander: 
Abstract). Sitnik also shows a user input receiver (col. 7, lines 47-57), and a 
microprocessor, which utilizes said user input to determine user values for the 
demographic categories (col. 6, lines 22-28). Sitnik teaches a memory for storing user 
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values (col. 6, 39-43). On colunin 2, line 56-65, Sitnik teaches a receiver that selects 
one advertisement based on a comparison. 

Regarding claims 2 and 16, Sitnik shows the use of non-volatile memory (col. 6, 
lines 41-43) 

In respect to claim 3 and 17, Sitnik discloses a remote control as a viable means 
for a user transmitting device (col. 4, lines 56-59). 

As for claim 4, the comparison of the preselected values with said values stored 
in memory is performed by said microprocessor are taught by Sitnik (col. 6, lines 23-43). 

Regarding claim 9, Sitnik provides default values for the demographic categories 
(col. 8. lines 3-6). 

In respect to claim 10, Sitnik provides a period for determining user values for 
demographic categories (col. 8, lines 8-13). 

11. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 6,160,570 to Sitnik and U.S. Patent No. 6,177,931 to Alexander et al. in view 
of U.S. Patent No. 6,286,140 to Ivanyi and U.S. Patent No. 5,758,257 to Herz et al. 

Regarding claim 7, Sitnik fails to disclose determining user values by channel 
and program demographic categories, and Herz teaches the determination of user 
values where the television program has a predetermined value of how well the user fits 
said demographic category (Herz, 21:63-67). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to modify Sitnik by adding at least one channel and 
program demographic category as taught by Herz in order to improve the accuracy of 
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the demographic information. Herz teaches gathering information for a profile but fails 
to specify a channel. Ivanyi teaches monitoring of channel information (col. 2, 11. 49-65). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to further modify Herz and Sitnik by gathering information from the 
channel as taught by Ivanyi in order to generate a user profile. 

12. Claim 8 and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. Patent No. 6.160,570 to Sitnik and U.S. Patent No. 6,177,931 to Alexander et al. in 
view of U.S. Patent No. 5,758,257 to Herz et al. 

Regarding claim 8, Sitnik does not teach user values with weight values 
indicative of the effect said user input has on the user values for the demographic 
categories. Herz (col. 31-32, lines 63-10) discloses a weight value (A) that further 
defines the user value. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Sitnik by using weight values 
to further customize the value of the user to the actual user. 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Sitnik does not teach a decay procedure to refresh user . 
values, however such is taught by Herz (col. 14, lines 4-10). A decay procedure is a 
refresh cycle that updates the value of the user after an amount of time. It would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to dynamically adjust the user values 
over a given period of time to customize the advertisements accordingly in order to 
provide current up to date demographic data. 
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13. Claims 18-21, 24, 27-30, and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,160,570 to Sitnik in view of U.S. Patent No. 
6,177,931 to Alexander et al. and U.S. Patent No. 6,002,393 to Hite et al. 

Regarding claims 18 and 27, Sitnik teaches a transmitter located at a television 
station or studio (col. 3, II. 48-49). Sitnik is silent on a database for the information 
pertaining to advertisements. Hite teaches a targeted commercial database at an ad 
administration facility (col. 7, II. 11-14), which reads on a main facility having a database 
of information corresponding to the advertisements. Hite teaches categorizing the 
advertisements of associating advertisements with demographics such as dog owners 
(col. 1, II. 14-24). Hite teaches placing an advertisement into categories; clearly, the 
advertisement is assigned preselected values (col. 7, II. 7-42). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify Sitnik by adding an informational advertisement database as taught by Hite in 
order to accurately target advertisements towards a group of viewers. Sitnik shows a 
receiver, which can receive both program guide information (col. 7, lines 25-27) and 
advertisements with preselected values for demographic categories (col. 8-9, lines 65- 
4). Sitnik is silent on advertisements for the program guide. Alexander teaches 
displaying an advertisement within the program guide (fig. 1). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify Sitnik by using advertisements for the program guide as taught by Alexander in 
order to provide an improved opportunity for advertisers to reach the viewer (Alexander: 
Abstract). Sitnik also shows a user input receiver (col. 7, lines 47-57), and a 
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microprocessor, which utilizes said user input to determine user values for the 
demographic categories (col. 6, lines 22-28). Sitnik teaches a memory for storing user 
values (col. 6, 39-43). On column 2 lines 56-65, Sitnik teaches a receiver that selects 
one advertisement based on a comparison. 

Regarding claims 19 and 28, Sitnik teaches a memory, which stores user values 
(col. 6, II. 39-43). 

Regarding claims 20 and 29, Sitnik discloses a remote control as a viable means 
for a user transmitting device (col. 4, lines 56-59). 

Regarding claims 21 and 30, Sitnik also shows a user input receiver (col. 7, lines 
47-57), and a microprocessor, which utilizes said user input to determine user values for 
the demographic categories (coL 6, lines 22-28). 

Regarding claims 24 and 33, Sitnik provides default values for the demographic 
categories (col. 8, lines 3-6). 

14. Claims 23, 25, 26, 32, 34 and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,160,570 to Sitnik and U.S. Patent No. 6,177,931 to 
Alexander et al. and U.S. Patent No. 6,002,393 to Hite et al. in view of U.S. Patent No. 
5,758,257 to Herz et al. 

Regarding claims 23 and 32, Sitnik does not teach user values with weight 
values indicative of the effect said user input has on the user values for the 
demographic categories. Herz (col. 31-32, lines 63-10) discloses a weight value (A) that 
further defines the user value. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having 
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ordinary skill in the art at the tinne the invention was made to modify Sitnik by using 
weight values to further customize the value of the user to the actual user. 

Regarding claims 25 and 34, Sitnik is silent on a minimum number of user inputs 
before deeming a demographic category meaningful and reflective of the user. Herz 
teaches that statistically, it is advantageous to gather a large number of samples (col. 
13, II. 12-28). Accordingly, Herz inherently teaches gathering at least a minimum 
number of user inputs before deeming a category statistically precise. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify Sitnik by gathering a minimum number of inputs as taught by Herz in 
order to accurately associate programming with the user for a given demographic. 

Regarding claims 26 and 35, Sitnik does not teach a decay procedure to refresh 
user values, however such is taught by Herz (col. 14, lines 4-10). A decay procedure is 
a refresh cycle that updates the value of the user after an amount of time. It would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to dynamically adjust the user values 
over a given period of time to customize the advertisements accordingly in order to 
provide current up to date demographic data. 

15. Claims 6, 22 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent No, 6,160,570 to Sitnik and U.S. Patent No. 6,177,931 to Alexander et 
al, and U.S. Patent No, 6,002,393 to Hite et al. in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,758,257 to 
Herz et al. and U.S. Patent No. 6,286,140 to Ivanyi. 
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Regarding claims 6, 22, and 31, Sitnik teaches monitoring viewing habits in order 
to adjust the user profile (col. 7, II. 41-57). However, Sitnik fails to teach using 
preselected demographic data associated with each television channel and program. 
Herz teaches the determination of user values where the program is indicative of how 
well the user fits said demographic category (Herz, 21:63-67). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify Sitnik by using a demographic category associated with a program as taught by 
Hite in order to maintain an accurate user profile. Herz teaches monitoring programs 
but fails to teach monitoring channels. Ivanyi teaches monitoring a channel (col. 2, 11. 
49-65). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Sitnik by monitoring a channel in order to gather 
information about the user thereby collecting more information regarding the user to 
enhance the quality of the user profile. 

Conclusion 

16. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
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extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Andrew Y Koenig whose telephone number is (703) 
306-0399. The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th (7:30 - 6:30). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Andrew Faile can be reached on (703) 305-4380. The fax phone numbers 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are (703) 872-9314 
for regular communications and (703) 872-9314 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 306- 
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